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12-3-1981. 


: 13.09 hours. 
: Northeast Frontier. 


: Metre Gauge (1000 mm). 
: Km. 77/3-4 between Pathsala and Tihu stations on New Bongai- 


° 


gaon-Gauhati Section. 


: Occurrence of casualties to passengers of 7 Up Tinsukia Mail, 


7 Up Tinsukia Mail consisting of YP class steam locomotive 
No. 2074 and 9 coaches. 


30 Km/h. 


: CTC Section provided with Absolute Permissive Block Signa!- 
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ling. 
One. 
1. in 1000 rising. 


: Straight. 


Clear. 
Good. 
Nil. 
Killed 
Grievous 
Simple 


— 1 
— 3 
— 10 


Relief arrangement and Medical atten- : Satisfactory. 
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Important Recommendation 


N. F. Riilway 
CT.SS. 
D.R.M. 
Dy.CE/BG/Con 
OC/GRP 
ADMO 
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: Northeast 
: Chief Traffic Sifety Superintendent. 

: Divisional Railway Mince cer. 

: Deputy Chicf Engineer/Brond Gauge (Construction, 
2 Officer in crarg-/Governm:-nt R: ilwey Police. 

3 Assistant Divisional Me-ics | Offic r. 


Due to motor truck engaged in unloading ballast on the top of 
the embankment for the construction of a bridge on New B.G. 
project, infringing the moving dimensions of 7 Up Tinsukia Mail 
running on vilid authority between Tiinu and Pathsala stations. 


: t An unknown person who was the Driver of the “culprit” 
teuck which caused the infring:ment is held primarily responsible 
for the accident. 


2. Sri Joydeb Mandal, LOW (Con), Sri A. K. Chakraborty, Asstt. 
Engineer (Con) and Sri K. C. Chowdhury, Executive Engineer 
(Con) are held to be blameworthy for not posting an additional 
man to supervise unloading of the truck and ensure safety. 


1. Construction Department of N. F. Railway should arrange for 

posting of men wherever necessary in order to protect the metre 
gauge track whenever the track is fouled by the working of 
machinery or trucks of the Contractor. It is necessary that the 
provisions for adopting safety precautions should be followed 
scrupulously by all Construction Officials while cartying out 
any work likely to affect the safety of rail traffic. (Para 9.1). 


2. Speed Recorder to be provided on all Steam locomotives hau- 
ling Mail aud Express trains. (Para 9.2) 


Abbreviations aved in this Report 
Frontier Railwey. 


| 


S&T 

P.O.H. 
Kms. 
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DEN 
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JCO 
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: Signal and Telecommunication. 

¢ Periodical Overhaul. 

3 Kilometers. 

: Metre Gauge 

: Broad Gauge. 

: Centralised Traffic Control. 

3 Divisional Engincer. 

: Inspector of Works (Construction). 

: Telegraph Posts, 

: Travelling Ticket Examiner. 

: Assistant Enginecr. 

: Junior Commissioned Officer. 

: Permanent Way Inspector. 

: Signal Inspector. 

: Divisional Mechanical Engincer (Carrie ge and Wagon). 
: District Traffic Officer. 

: Divisional Safety Officer. 

: Extra Libour Requisition. 

: Tata Enginvering and Locomotive Company. 


GOVERNMENT OF INDIA, 


MINISTRY OF TOURISM & CIVIL AVIATION, 


(COMMISSION OF RAILWAY SAFETY). 


NOon856368 Se taeeee steed ses eeeeeefMAC-68. 
From : S. Subramanian, 


Dated the —_ April, 1981. 


Commissioner of Railway Safety, South Eastern Circle. 
14, Strand Road (12th floor), Caicutta-700 001. 


To :; The Sceretary to the Government of India, 
Ministry of Tourism & Civil Aviation, 


Sardar Patel Bhavan, Parliament Street, New Delhi. 
Through : The Chief Commissioner of Railway Safety, 


16-A, Ashok Marg, Lucknow-226 001. 


Sir, 

In accordance with Rule 4 of the Statutory 
Investigation into the Railway Accidents Rules 
1973, 1 submit herewith the Report of my 
inquiry into the accident that occurred to 
passengers of 7 Up Tinsukia Mail at Kin. 
717/3-4 between Pathsala and Tihu stations on 
New Bongaigaon-Gauhati Metre Gauge Section 
in Alipurduar Division of Northcust Frontier 
Railway at 13.09 hours on 12-3-1981. 


1.2 Inspection and Inquiry 
1.2.1 I inspected the site of accident on 
25-3-1981, N. F. Railway lines within the 
jurisdiction of Commissivncr of Railway Safety, 
orth Eastern Circle. Owing to the post being 
vacant, the N. F. Railway was being looked 
after by the Commissioue: of Railway Safety, 
Eastern Circle, Culcutta. As he was busy 
with inquiries into a serics of accidents on the 
Eastern Railway, I was directed by the Chief 
Commissioner of Railway Safcty on 21-3-1981 
to inquire into this accident. Accordingly I 
visited the site of accident on 25-3-1981. Under 
the circumstances, mentioned above, the inquiry 
of this accident could not be held carlier. 
1.2.2 A Press Notification was issucd in the 
local papers, Gauhati inviling members of the 
public having knowledge relating to the acci- 
dent to tender their evidence at the inquiry, 
or communicate to me by post at the Calcutta 
address. The Civil and Police authoritics were 
duly notified. The inquiry was held at Gauhati 
station on 26-3-1981 aad 27-3-1981. I also 
visited the 151 Army Basc Hospital, Basista, 
Gauhati on 27-3-1981 and met three injured 
military passengers there. 
1.2.3. The following officials were prescnt at 
the inquiry :— 
Railway officials 

(i) Shri S.R. Sarkar, CTSS, N. F. Railway, 
Maligaon. 

(ii) Shri M.V. Ramamurthi, DRM, N. F. 
Railway, Alipurduar Jn. (on 26-3-1981 
only). 

(iii) Shri M.K. Dev Barman, Dy. CE/BG/ 
Con, Maligaon yor 27-3-81 only). 


Non-Railway officials 

(i) Shri M.  Majunider, 

Railway/Rangiya. 

1.2.4 The evidence of 17 witnesses was 
recorded during the cnquiry. Out of 17 wit- 
nesses 5 are non-railway witnesses. 
1.2.5 In this report the terms ‘right’, ‘left’, 
‘Icading’, ‘trailing’, ‘froat’ & ‘rear’ where used, 
are in reference to the direction of movement 
of 7 Up Tinsukia Mail. 
1.3 The Accident 


1.3.1 On 12-3-1981 at about 13.09 hours, 
some passengers travelling in 7 Up  Tinsukia 
Mail sustained serious injurics as a result of 
coming into contact with a motor truck which 
was positioned to the right of, but too near to 
the Metre Gauge track, and was unloading 
ballast required for the extension of Bridge 
No. 483 for the Broad Gauge Construction 
Project. Two of the pets fell down from 
the moving train. The Driver of the steam 
loco, himself having sustained a biceding injury 
on his forchead, applied the brakes of tho 
train immediately thereafter. The train came 
to a stop after a distance of approximate! 
250 m. There were no marks of collision wi 
the truck on any of the coaches of the train, 
which suffcred no damage whatever. 

1.3.2 The weather was clear and visibili 
good under daylight condition. The specd of 
the train was estimated to be 30 Km/h at the 
time of accident. 


1.3.3 Immediately after the accident, the 
Driver of the motor truck drove away his truck 
from the scene of the accident along with the 
labourers who were unicading ballast and it 
has not been possible for the Police authorities 
to apprehend cither the iruck or the Driver and 
other persons in the truck so far. 

1.4 Casualties 


As a result of tiv: accideat 14 persons 
suffered injuries, 4 sustaining gricvous Injuries 
and 10 cane injurics. Unfortunately one of 
the gricvously injured passengers, who had 
falicn down from the train, rolled further and 
fallen into the floor of the culvert, dicd at the 
151 Army Base Hospital Basista, Gauhati on 


OC/GRP/N. F. 


14-3-1981 afternoon without regaining con- 
sciousness. 2 other military passengers and 
one civilian passenger sustained gricvous in- 
jurics. 9 other pusscugers and the Driver of the 
ill-fated train sustained simple injurics. 


H. RELIEF MEASURES 


2.1.1. As soon us the accident happened, the 
Guard of the train rendercd first-aid to most 
of the injured passengers. The train continued 
its journcy to Rangiya reucking Ranpiya = at 
14.48 hours. The ADMO, N.F. Railway, 
Rangiya provided medical attention to all the 
injured ngcrs. 4 inililary personnel were 
taken chats of by Major Rao a Military 
Doctor stationed at Rangiya. After further 
medical attention at the Military Health Unit 
at Changsari these omitiiury personnel were 
shifted to 151 Army Base Hospital Basistha, 
Gauhati reaching there ut shout 22.00 hours. 
One more military Persernel injured in the 
accident reached the Basc Hospital on his own. 
2.1.2 6 civilian passengers were taken to 
Gauhati by the same t*sin. They were sent to 
Medical College Hospital at Gauhati where 2 
were admitted and the remaining discharged. 
The ADMO, Rangiya cscorted the injured 
passengers to the Medical Collcge Hospital. 
2.1.3 2 Railway cmpioyccs viz. the Driver of 
the train and a Khala:i of S & T Department 
received treatment at the railway hospital Mali- 
gaon and at Rangiya Licalth Unit respectively. 
2.1.4 The aly Administration made ex- 
gratia payment of Rs. 750 cach to the griev- 
ously injured passengers. 

2.2 Restoration and Interruption to traffic 
2.2.1 As there was no rag as the train or 
the track, tha train after backing to pick up 





the passengers who had fallen from the train, 
contmued its journey further. 


2.2.2 There was no intcrruption to traffic. 
UW. THE TRAIN 

3.1 Locomotive 

The ill-fated 7 Up Tinsukia Mail was 
hauled by YP Cluss steam locomotive No. 2074, 
46-2 type belonging to Alipurduar Shed. The 
Jocumotive was manufactured at TELCO 
and commissioncd in April 1954. The 
speedometcr in the engine had deve 
a fault during the run on 11-3-1981 t 
was attended to at the headquarters 
at Alipurduar Junction on that day itself. On 
the day of the accident the specdomcter was 
working. There was no spced recorder availa- 
ble on the locomotive. The length of the loco- 
motive was 19.09 m and its weight 98.60 
tonnes. ‘The engine was provided with vacuum 
brake and the tender wiih vacuum and hand 
brakes. The braking force on the locomotive 
was 44.25 tonnes. The locomotive was under- 
went P.O.H. on 24-4-1978 after which it earned 
1,15,566 Kms. Schedule HI was done on 
8-2-1981 after which the loco had earned 2640 
Kms. The last trip inspection was done oa 
5-3-1981 at Alipurduar. 


3.2 Coaches 

The sae ed of 7 Up Tinsukia was 
9:-18 against the norma! authorised load of 
12-224. The length of the train was 198 m 
und its weight 310.9 tonnes. The braking 
force was 230 tonnes. The train was fully 
vacuum braked with two vacuum cylinders for 
each coach making a total of 18 active vacuum 
cylinders. The marshalling order of the train 
is given below :— 


Date of last POH Return 











SI. Coach No, Owning Type & body Year 
No, Railway Built Date 
1 ge eg Se 
1, SLR 4036 . 7 ° : NF ICF AT 1980 Built in March/80 3/81 
2. GS 2017 Se wy ce ee ” ICF AT = 1964 7/80 7/81 
3. FC 1168 . : . . . ” ICF AT 1972 10/80 10/81 
4. FC 1122 we 2m, “aS -& ” ICF AT 1966 2/80 2/81 
5. GSCN 1671 . : . . - ” ICF AT 1979 8/80 8/81 
6. GSCN 1674 -  . ww ‘3 ICF AT 1979 8/80 8/81 
7. GS 2045 ee ee ee » ICF AT 1965 1/81 1/82 
8 VPU8IO . . . . . Jessop (Stcel) AT 1962 5/80 5/81 
9. SLR4406 . . wt ” Jessop (Steel) AT 1965 10/80 10/81 
3.3 Damages 3.4 Cost of damages 
There was no dumuye cither to the loco- Locomotive — Nil. 
motive, couches or the permanent way. Carriage — Nil, 
Permanent Way — Nil. 


3.3.1 A few pieces of broken timbers and 
aaa ae steel sheet both painted in blue werc 
sei from the site of ihe accident by — the 
Government Railway Police Authorities. These 
apparently belong to the culprit truck. 


IV. LOCAL CONDITIONS 
4.1 The Section and the Site 


4.1.1. The accident occurred at Km. 77/3-4 
between Pathsala and Tihu stations on the New 


Bongaigaon-Gauhati Metre Gauge Single line 
section. The Metre Gauge railway alignment 
at the site of the accident is on a straight reach 
and runs from West to fast. The gradient is 
1 in 1000 rising. The height of bank is about 
2 metres and tho country is plain and culti- 
vated. The maximum permissible speed of the 
section is 75 Km/h but temporary speed restric- 
tion of 30 Km/h exists between Km 76/6 and 
78/11 followed by a restriction of 15 Km/h 
from 78/11 to 79/9. 


4.1.2 The proposed Broad Gauge Railway 
alignment runs alongside the M.G. alignment 
and widening of the cmbankmnent for the B.G. 
line has already been conpieted. The “culprit” 
truck was unloading bailast on top of the 
finished embankment for construction of box 
culvert in extension of Bridge No. 483. 


4.2 Signalling 

The accident spot falls within the CTC 
section betwecn New Bongaigaon and Chang- 
sari. 
4.3 The kilometrages of stations referred to 
in this report are reckoned from the centre line 
of Brahmaputra Bridge at Saraighat and are 
as under :— 
Centre line of Saraighet Bridge, . 0-00 Kms 
Rangiya . . . . . e . 36°50 ,, 


Tihu ° . . ° ° ° ° 70°68 rx} 
Site of accident 3 TI[3-4 5, 
Pathsaila . F 7 2 30-03 ,, 
New Bongaigzon 48°50 ,, 


4.4 Headquarters, System of working and Train 
Speeds 


The section is a Centralised Trallic Control 

(CTC Section) between Gougaigaun and Chang- 
sari stations and provided with Absolute Per- 
missive Block Signalling, The 15 wayside 
stations between a sen and Changsari are 
all controlled from the master puncl installed 
at Bongaigaon and opcrated by a Centralised 
Traffic Control Opcrater. 
4.4.1 The DEN of the section is headquartered 
at Alipurduar Jn. Ti construction work is 
being supervised by aa  Exccutive Engineer 
posted at Bongaigaon, who has under him an 
Assistant Engineer (Con) at Barpcta Road and 
an 1OW (Con) Grade JT at Pathsala. 


V. SUMMARY OF EVIDENCE 


5.1 Sri Nirmal Chandra Banerjee, (witness 
No. 1) Driver *B’ of 7 Up ‘Tinsukia Mail, while 
on the run between Patasala and Tihu, noticed 
a truck unloading material close to the track 
at Km. 77/4. He sounded the whistlc repeated- 
ly and it appeared as if ihe truck Driver was 
reversing his truck. Having himsclf sustained 
a cut on his forehead, ie shut off the regulator 
and applied the brakes. Owing to the near- 
ness of the truck, some cf the passengers who 
had their limbs projecting outside the coach2s 
got injured. Afler stopping the train, he seat 
his Fireman to the Guard for rendering first- 
aid to the injured passengcrs. 


5.1.1 Answering questions he stated :— 

(i) As soon as he saw the truck close to 
the track he whistled and the truck Driver 
Started reversing his truck and came close to 
the moving train while reversing. He looked 
out and got a slight injury on his forehead. 
Just before getting hit av iad shut off the steam. 
As soon as he got hit he applied the brakes 
aml brought the train to a stup. 

(ii) The speed of the train at the time of 
the accident was about 25 Km/h, as there was 
a speed restriction of 10 Kin/h 1 Km. further 
ahoad (at Km. 76/9-8) as well as another of 
15 Kin/h between Kms 79/9 and 78/11 short 
of the accident spot. 

(iii) He found that a number of passen- 
gets were injured and two had fallen down. 
The train was backed to pick up the injured 
passengers and after first-aid was given to them 
the train proceeded to Tihu, stopping there to 
enable information being sent to all concerned. 

(iv) The train was heavily crowded and 
sion people were found travelling on the foot 


(v) During his previous runs he had 
always found the Contractor’s trucks plying 
sulliciently far away from the track. 


(vi) After application of brakes the train 
stopped within 3 to 4 TPs beyond the bridge. 
5.2 Sri Pratulendw Sekhar Roy, (witness No. 2) 
Guard/A Special of 7 Up Tinsukia Mail 
stated that the train leit New Bongaigaon at 
{1.10 hours about 3 hours 10 minutes late. 
While passing between Pathsala and Tihu sta- 
tions the train suddenly stopped at Km. 77/0 
at 13.10 hours. He found wounded engcrs 
coming to the brake-van for first-aid. The 
train was backed to Km. 77/4 to pick up two 
injurcd passengers and first-aid was rendered 
to ali the injured pussengers. He learnt from 
the villagers standing ucaby that one motor 
truck unloading matcrials for BG construction 
Contractor was infringing the main line and as 
a resuit caused injurics to about 10 to 15 
passengers. He did not sec any motor truck 
ut the site when the tram stopped and he came 
to know that the truck Driver fled away with 
the truck immediately after the accident. 


5.2.1 Answering questious he stated :— 

(i) The train suddenly stopped at Km. 
77/0 at 13.10 hours and people rushed to- 
wards him saying that passengers had fallen 
down. 

(ii) He saw a boy of 17 years lying on 
the cmbankment with scverc injury on his 
arm. 

(iii) The train was tacked after observing 
due precautions to pick up one more passenger, 
a Military Jawan who had fallen down. 

(iv) First-aid was given to all the passen- 
gers. The Military Jawan who was unconscious 
‘vas placed on the juggage van along with the 
boy who had fallen down. He could not tell 
in which couch the military man was travelling. 


The train was travelling approximately at 30 
Km/h at the time of accident. 


(v) The train was heavily overcrowded. 
Some pcople were travelling on the foot board. 
(vi) During his regular runs he did not 
notice any trucks coming so close to the track 
and they were always found to work well clear 
of the track without infringing it in any way. 


5.3 Sri Bijoy Kumar Dutta, (witness No. 3) 
was Contractor's representative at bridge _ site. 
He had been working under Sri D. K. Das, 
Contractor as site incharge for the past threc 
years. On 12-3-81 he was at Bamankuchi 
Bridgs No. 84 and had Icft for his camp for 
taking his meal. He suddenly found that 7 
Up Mail had stopped and a number of passen- 
gers were shouting. He saw one of the trucks 
unloading ballast backing and rapidly moving 
away. He Icarnt from the villagers that the 
truck was unloading iuiaierials and one ice- 
cream wooden box of a vendor hanging from 
the outside of the window oi the train had got 
entangicd with the truck and in the process 
been smashed to picces. Some passengers were 
injured who werc sitting or standing near the 
door. As he fcund the altitude of some of 
the people hostile to him he himself left the 
site. 


5.3.1 When questioned us to what instructions 
he was given as site incharge by the railway 
supervisor with regard ic safety of running 
trains, he stated that he had advised the rail- 
way supervisors about two weeks before the 
accident that his trucks carrying materials 
would have to be uniouded on top of the bank. 
The IOW had measured g linc 2.5 metres from 
the centre of track and tustructed him to keep 
his trucks clear of thai linc. Some pegs had 
also been driven to demarcate the line but were 
being stolen and removed by villagers who 
found them hindering their walking at night. 
He had accordingly casurcd that his trucks 
always kept clear of ihe line while unloading. 
About 5 to 6 trips were :nloaded prior to the 
accident and the trucks were not only kept 
clear of the demarcation line but were stopped 
quite some distance short of the culvert and 
the materials unloaded there. They were subse- 
quently lifted by manual Jabour from the un- 
loading point to a place near the bridge site. 
When asked how it came about that this parti- 
cular truck did not obey the instructions and 
caused the accident, he rcplicd that this truck 
had come for the first tiinc on that day about 
25 minutes before the time of the accident and 
as it was lunch time he was not present to 
supervise the unloading and the truck appeared 
to have come close to the track. 


5.4 Sri Lakeshwar Baiswa, (witness No. 4) 
an employce of the Contractor stated that whilc 
standing in front of his camp on the Tihu side 
of the bridge he found onc truck was unloading 
ballast near the bridge. From one coach of 
Tinsukia Mai! one icecream box was hanging 
out-side and hit the truck and got broken. A 


portion of the box was entangled with the 
truck which then hit an army man travelling 
on the foot board who fell down as a result 
rolling and falling into the floor of the bridge. 
fle was uncunscious and was lifted up from the 
floor on to the embankment and put into the 
train when the train pushed back. 


3.4.1 Answering questions he stated that he 
was a Fiticr working on the bridge for the 
Coniractor on tying of reinforcement. He had 
gone for bath at 12 noon and when he returned 
he saw a military man failing down from the 
train and into the bridge. Alongwith — three 
others he lifted the military man on to the top 
of the bank the train was backed and the 
military man placed in one of the coaches. He 
had not seen the truck at 12 noon when he 
went for his bath and ence the truck must 
have come only after 12 noon. When asked 
whether he had secn the truck close to the 
track on previous occasions while unloading 
ballast, he replicd that he bad never seen any 
trucks so close to the track and they always 
used to work well clear of the track. 


5.5 Sri Gavranga Roy, (witness No. 5) son 
of Late Nani Gopal Roy was a_ passenger 
travelling by Tinsukia Mail. He stated that 
suddenly he sustained an injury on his right 
hand near the elbow and became unconscious. 
He was given some first-aid on the oo 
given medical attention at Rangiy ilway 
Hospital from where he was shifted to Gauhati 
Medical College Hospital and discharged at 
so He did not notice what hit him on his 
elbow. 


5.6 Sri Radba Dutta, (witness No. 6) of -Village 
Bamunkuchi stated that he was inside 
his house at about 13.00 hours when he heard 
some abnormal sound. He came out and saw 
an army man lying on the bed of the river and 
some broken parts of an icccream box lying 
on the formation. He along-with others lifted the 
injured man on to the bank. In the meantime 
the truck reversed and rapidly went away. The 
Guard was requested tc push back the train 
and the injured men were placed on the train. 


5.6.1. Answering questions Sri Dutta stated 
that he did not sce the number of the truck. 
There was no representative of the Contractor 
present nor was there any railway oficial at the 
time of the accident. According to him the 
truck appeared to be stationary when the train 
was passing by though he did not specifically 
sec whether the truck was moving. He however 
had an impression that the truck was tilted 
towards the track. He actually saw the mili- 
tary jawan falling down and rolling on to the 
floor of the bridge. He shouted for help and 
with the help of 4 men lifted the military man 
and placed him on the bank. Asked whether 
prompt first-aid was given to the injured 
passengers he affirmed that the first-aid was 
given promptly and there were no complaints 
from the passengers. Asked about tracks un- 
loading materials on earlier occasions he stated 


that two trucks had come on the previous even- 
ing and some trucks used to come regularly on 
earlier occasions. But he never saw any truck 
coming so clos> to the wack as this truck did. 


5.7 Sri Sibendw Chakraborty, (witness No. 7) 
Travelling Ticket Exantiner, Alipurduar Jn. 
stated that he was a TIE booked to work 
7 Up ex. New Bongaigaon in 2-tier coach 
No. GS 2017 (2nd from the engine). He 
found the train stoppirg suddenly between 
Pathsala and Tihu. He contacted the Guard 
of the train when he was told that a side 
collision had taken place with a motor truck 
and some passengers injured. He helped the 
Guard in giving first-aid to the passengers. At 
Rangiya the injured persons were sent to Rail- 
way Hospital. Aficr attention there, some 
military persons were sent to the Military 
Hospital at Rangiya and the rest sent to Gauhati 
Hospital. 


5.7.1 Answering questions he stated that there 
were no people travelling on the foot board in 
the 2-ticr coach in which he was travelling 
and the first class coaches but the remaining 
2nd class coaches in sear of the first class 
coaches were heavily over crowded with people 
standing on the foot deard. He observed a 
truck standing close to the track with its front 
towards Gauhati and he had a fecling that the 
truck was moving in revcrse when the train 
passed by. He felt that the injured military 
man was probably travelling in rcar GS 2045 
(7th from the locomotive) or the rearmost SLR. 
When asked as to how more people travelling 
in the rear sustained injurics, he replied that 
the reat coaches were heavily overcrowded 
with more people travelling on the foot board 
who might have been iniured even if the truck 
was stationary. As the truck appeared to he 
reversing when the train was passing by, it 
was possible that more pcopic in the rear sus- 
tained injuries. 


5.8 Sri Joydeb Mandal, (witness No. 8) Ins- 
pector of Works, Broad Gauge Construction/ 
II, Pathsala was working at Bridge No. 483 in 
the morning at 8.00 am. (near which the 
accident took place). He then went to bridge 
No. 484 from where he leit for his office around 
noon. He was informed of the accident late in 
the night at 23.30 hours and went with AEN/ 
BG. Con/Barpeta to the bridge site. 


5.8.1 Answering quesiions he stated that his 
jurisdiction was over 5 Kins. of carth work and 
included construction of 3 minor bridges. When 
asked what precautions he took to ensure 
safety of rail traffic he replied that he had 
demarcated a linc 2.5 metres from the centre 
line of the M.G. track aad fixed pegs along 
the line. He had instructed the Contractor to 
ensure that his trucks Kept clear of this line 
while unloading ballast. When asked how he 
ensurcd that the Contractor carried out his 
instructions and whether he had posted any 
watchman or mate at thc bridge site, to ensure 


compliance, he replied that he had not posted 
any permanent watchman at the bridge _ site. 
He had however instructed the Contractor to 
inform hins beforehand when the trucks were 
expected. Accordingly he was present when 
the first two trips of the Contractor's were un- 
toaded on previous occasicns. The subsequent 
trips were unloaded in his absence. en 
asked specifically as to why he did not post a 
separate mate or chowkidar to cnsure that the 
truck kept clear of the track while unloading 
matcriats, he stated that he had only four 
khatlasis of whom two had been sent to bring 
stech reinforcement rods from the stores. He 
did not have cnough men to post on cach 
bridge site. He had asked for five khalasis in 
the extra kebour register but only four were 
sanctioned, 


5.9 Sri Mrinal Kanti Dey, (witness No. 9) 
Fireman ‘B’ New Bongaigaon was working on 
7 Up Tinsukia Mail from New Bongaigaon to 
Gauhati on 12-3-81. He deposed that after pass- 
ing through Pathsala station the Driver closed 
the regulator to observe speed restriction of 10 
Km/h short of the accident spot. After some- 
time the wilness saw a truck by the side of the 
rulway track and sounded the whistle continu- 
ously. Then he engaged himself with shovel- 
fing the coal in the fire box to maintain steam 
pressure. Suddenly he heard the Driver cry 
out that he was injured. The Driver imme- 
diately closed the regulator and stopped the 
train, = The Driver had a bleeding injury in 
the forehead. The Diiver went towards the 
Guard for first-aid white he remained on the 
locomotive. 


5.10 Sri Shankar Jihan Sengepta, (witness No. 
10) was Travelling Ticket Examincr, Ali- 
purduar Jn. and was booked to work 3-tier 
coach No. 1671 of 7 Up Tinsukia Mail on 
12-3-81, while the train was running between 
Pathsala and Tihu it suddenly stopped. The 
witness got down and went to the Guard of 
the train to ascertain the cause of stoppage. 
He was informed by the Guard that a side 
collision had taken place between a motor 
truck and the train and as a result some passen- 
ecrs got injured. The witness was asked by 
the Guard to assist hin in rendering first-aid 
to the injured passengers. The train then moved 
to Rangtya where the injured passengers were 
sent to the Railway Hospital. Some of the 
military nassengers whe were injured were 
sent to the Military Hospital. Rangiya while 
the remaining were sent to Gavhati Hospital. 
5.10.1 Answering questions he stated that he 
was incharge of coach Nu. 1671 but also looked 
after the next 3-lier coach No. 1674. He did 
not find any passenecr travelling on the foot 
board of tht two  3-tier coaches. However 
there was heavy overcrowding in coach No. 
GS 2045 and SLR 4406 and people were 
travelling on the foot board in these two coaches. 
Most of the injured passengers were from these 
two coaches. He could not see the truck un- 
loading ballast as he was travelling on the far 


side ic. on the non-BG side. According .to 
him nobody complained about lack of first-aid 
when all the injured passcngers were given first- 
aid at the accident spot. 


5.11 Dr. S. K. Brahma, .(witness No. 11) 
was Assistant Divisional Medical Officer, 
Rangiya. He received intimation at 13.50 
hours about some injuries caused to passengers 
of 7 Up who were being brought to Rangiya 
by the same train. Accordingly he and other 
medical staff made all preparations to reccive 
the injurcd passengers. ¢ train arrived at 
Rangiya station at about 14.47 hours and 
immediately all injurcd persons numbering 13 
were attended to. 3 were dischareed straight- 
way and the Driver of the train was asked to 
proceed with the train and to attend the 
Central Hospital. Maliznaon. 4 persons were 
handed over to the Military Doctor. Major Rao 
who was incharge of the Military Health Unit 
at Rangiya and came to the Railway Health 
Unit at 15.30 hours. The remaining 6 injured 
persons were taken to by the same train to 
Gauhati and escorted by him. 4 persons were 
discharged aftcr treatment and 2 were admitted 
in Surgical Unit No. ! of Medical College 
Hospital, Gauhati at 26.30 hours. One of 
them, Krishna Karmakar bv name absconded 
from the hospital on 13-3-81. The other, 
Babul Ch. Roy, was discharged from the hospi- 
tal on 17-3-81. The Driver of 7 Up Sri N. C. 
Banerjee wis later admitted into the Central 
postal: Waleae on 12-3-81 and discharged 
on “81. 


5.11.1 Of the 4 military passengers injured, 
one was discharged by Major Rao at Rangiva 
and 3 were sent to 151 Basc Hospital, Basistha, 
Gauhati. Subsequently one of them, Satna- 
rayan by name expired on 14-3-81, without 
ever regaining consciousness. 


5.12 Sri Yogendra Jha, (witness No. 12) 
Coach Attendant, Alipurduar Jn. The witness 
was booked to work 7 Up cx. New Bongaigaon 
and was incharge of coach Nos. 1122 and 
1168. In between Pathsala and Tihu stations 
the train suddenly came to a stop. He went 
to the Guard and was informed that a side 
collision had taken place between a motor 
truck and the train as a result of which some 
passengers were injured. He was asked by the 
Guard to assist him in rendering first-aid to 
the injured passengers. which he did. 


5.12.1 Answering questions he stated — that 
one first class passenrer. a military ICO. travel- 
ling with family in ‘B’ compartment of first 
class coach No. 1122 was injured in his elhow. 
He took the iniured nasccnger to the Guard 
for first-aid. After first-aid =the officer was 
kept in the Guard’s brakevan and taken to 
Rangiya where he was handed over to the mili- 
tary doctor. The other passengers after being 
given treatment at Ranwva in the Railway 
Health Unit were shifted to first class compart- 
ment ‘EF’ and taken to Gauhati for admission 
to the Medical College Hospital, Gauhati. When 


asked whether he found passengers travelling 
cn the foot board. the witness replied that there 
was none in the first class coach but a number 
of people were travelling on the foot board in 
the second class couches in the rear. 


5.13 Sri A. K. Majumder, (witness No. 13) 
Permanent Way Inspector (Open Line), Sorb- 
hog stated that on 13-3-81, (a day after the 
accident) he was informed by JOW/TII/Sorb- 
hog that 7 Up of 12-3-81 was involved in a 
side collision with a motor truck at Km. 77/3-4 
as a result of which seme passengers were 
injured. The witness then accompanied — the 
IOW to the site. He found some marks of the 
wheel of the truck on the ballast section. 


5.13.1. Answering questions the PWI _ stated 
that during his inspections he had never noticed 
t:ucks of the Contractor coming within f 
disiance of the running track and they always 
used to work quite clear of the track. When 
asked as to how he would ensure safety if in- 
charee of the Construction works, the witness re- 
plicd that he would always depute an intelligent 
Gangmin or Mate to supervise the unloading 
of the truck. 

5.14 Sri Habibar Rahaman, (witness No. 14) 
Khaiasi undez SI/BG/Con/Bongaigaon. The 
witness was travelling in the rear second class 
coach GS 2045. He was dozing with his 
cibow resting outside ihe window which was 
provided with bars. Suddenly he felt that he 
was hit by somcthing but could not notice 
what hit him. His colleagues comforted him 
and he received medical aid at Rangiya. Accord- 
ing to the witness the coach in which he was 
travelling was heavily overcrowded with a lot 
of passengers standing. 


5.15 Sri Mathura ler, (witness No. 15) 
wis olficer iachargt of Government Railway 
Police station, Rangiya. He reccived intimation 
of the accident at 15.00 hours after 7 Up 
reached Rangiya. He met the injured passen- 
gers and from their evidence came to know 
that they sustained injurics after being hit by a 
truck which was unloading shingle on the 
embankinent but was very close to metre gauge 
track. They could not however say whether 
the truck was moving or stationary. He also 
exanined the Driver and First Fireman of the 
train. The Driver stated that he noticed a 
truck neur the track from a distance and he 
was whistling. The Driver however did not 
apprehend that the truck was infringing the 
track until he himsclf got hit and stopped the 
train. ‘The witness however stated that he 
had observed some scratch marks on the body 
of Coach No. 2017 and found its handle bent 
(subsequently the matice was again checked 
up by the Senior DMF (C&W), Tinsukia who 
sta'ed that no marks were seen on any of the 
coaches of 7 Up). The witness then reached 
the accident spot at 23.00 hours on 12-3-81. 
He found some wheel imarks of the truck on 
the ballast. But the space available between 
the stack of shingle and the track was not 
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enough for a truck to stand without ant 
the track. He also found one damaged ste: 

sheet, a few pieces of wooden of the truck and 
a piece of cloth with diood stains which he 
seized. He could not find any ible man 
except a labourer from Orissa who stated that 
the truck was standing parallel to the track 
and on the ballast section. After hitting the 
train the truck turned. Mcanwhile a person 
had fallen down from the train and rolled into 
the culvert floor. By this time the truck was 
moving away fast. 


5.15.1 The witness stated that he had regis- 
tered a case No. S/A No. 1/81 and was carry- 
ing out investigations. ‘The name of the truck 
Driver and the person incharge of the work at 
site was not yet known. We had a truck No. 
furnished to him but after checking with the 
D.T.O. office at Darrang, he had some doubt 
about the validity of the number and ownership 
of the truck. Meanwhile he was continuing 
his investigation and efforts to get the number 
of the truck and whereabouts of the truck 
Driver who according to him was the main 
culprit in this case. 

5.16 Sri A. K. Chakraborty, (witness No. 16) 
was the Assistant Engineer BG/Con/Borpeta 
Road incharge of the construction. 

first received the intimation of accident at 
21.00 hours on 12-3-81. He went to the acci- 
dent spot the same night to verify if there were 
materials infringing the track. He did not find 
apy material infringing but found some truck 
wheel marks, 1.5 metres away from the centre 
line of the track. There was no onc except a 
night Chowkidar who was not present at the 
spot during the day time. On 13-3-81 he 
conducted an enquiry at site and collected 
statements from some villagers as well from a 
Mistry of bridge Contractor. 


5.16.1 Answering questions the witness stated 
that a line was marked 2.5 metres away from 
the centre of track and instructions were issued 
to the Contractor to cnsurc that his trucks 
always kept clear of this line. During his ins- 
pections he used to check up from the wheel 
marks of the trucks that they were not infring- 
ing the line. He did not give any written 
instructions to the Contractors about observing 
safety precautions while working near the track. 
There was however a clause in the Contractor’s 
agreement which reads as follows : 


“3.4-— The Contractor shall be entirely 
responsible for ensuring safety of _ his 
labour, vehicles, plant or equips 
while working along or near track 
and shall programme his working so as 
not to interfere with the movement of 
trains. No extra payment shall be 
allowed to the Contractor for all safety 
precautions to be observed during the 
execution of the work. The cost of 
such precautions shall be deemed to be 
included in the rates for all items of 
the schedule”. 
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When asked as to why he had not arranged 
for Mate or Watchman to be posted while Con- 
tractor’s trucks were working close to the track 
he replied that he did not consider it necessary 
to post separate men for this purpose in view 
of the demarcation of the line and verbal 
instructions eed issued to the Contractor 
and also the fact that during i ions he had 
jou that trucks were plying quite clear of the 

ne. 


5.17 Sri K, C. Chowdhury, (witness No. 17) 
Executive Engineer/BG/Con/Bongaigaon stated 
that on 12-3-81 he came to know about the 
injurics caused to passengers of 7 Up Mail 
owing to a truck infringing the metre gauge 
track. He went to the accident spot the fol- 
lowing afternoon mons with the BRM, DSO 
and DEN/I and took the statement of one 
villager and made a sketch of the site. 


5.17.1 Answering questions he stated that in 
order to ensure the safety of rail traffic, a line 
was demarcated to 2.5 metres away from the 
metre gauge track and instructions were issued 
” she Conte is see Rae his trucks always 
cpt clear of that line. During his inspections, 
he used to ensure that the linc was not coor 
by observing the wheel marks of the truck. 
had not issued any written instructions to the 
Contractor as he took over this post in Jul 
1980 but he issued verbal instructions to his 
subordinates to ensure safety. When specifi- 
cally asked as to why he did not instruct that 
a suitable Mate or Watchman were to 
cnsure safety of rail traffic, he confessed that 
he did not think along the lines that there 
would be infringement of safety by the Con- 
tractor’s trucks, in view of the measures already 
taken by him as explained above. 


VI. TESTS AND OBSERVATIONS 


6.1.1 J visited the site of accident on 25-3-81, 
two weeks after the date of accident. I found 
some stone ballast stacked on top of the com- 
pleted embankment for the broad ge line. 
These stacks were made out of the ballast 
brought in before the day of the accident. 
The clearance between the edge of the stack 
and the centre line of the metre gauge track 
was found to be 3.30 m. I noticed some wheel 
marks on the top of the new embankment 
which were well clear of the line demarcated 
by the Construction officials. 


6.1.2 It was explained by the Executive i 
neer (Con) that when the earlier tri ee 
the 


unloaded in the presence of the IOW, 

trucks were unloaded by stopping them about 
60 metres short of the Bridge No. 483 and 
well clear of the line demarcated at 2.5 m. 
from the centre linc of M.G. track. The un- 
loaded material was then curried forward by 
manual labour und stacked. However the parti- 
cular truck which caused the accident, having 
come there for a first time, seemed to have 
stopped in the 3.3 m. distance between the 
metre gauge track and the stacks already made, 


In this position it was observed that the truck 
would be fouling the moving dimensions of the 
metre gauge track. 

6.1.3 Jt was stated by the Divisional Engineer 
that soon after the accident some whccl marks 
were found on the ballast shoulder of the 
metre gauge track at a distance of 1.5 metres 
from the centre line of the track. The truck 
standing in this position would have fouled the 
metre gauge track sufficiently to have becn hit 
by the locomotive and to be smashed up. 

erefore these marks should have been m: 

while the truck came in before and went back 
soon after the accident. 


6.2 Mock Trial 

On reaching Gaviati I arranged for a 
mock trial to be conducted with a truck parkeo 
close to metre gauge coach it was scen that the 
sides of the truck were above the level of the 
window of the couch. At the spot where the 
trial was conducted, the ground was almost Icvel 
with the top of the slecpers. At the accident 
spot however, the formation Icvcl was above 10 
to 15 cm below the bottom of sleepers and 
hence the sides of the truck could have been 
just level with or slightly higher than the 
window of the coach depending upon the actual 
dimensions of the bog of the culprit truck. 
Any person sitting with his elbow projecting 
outside the window would surely have been hit 
by the sides of the truck. 


6.3 Visibility of truck to the Driver 

At the accident spui the metre gauge track 
runs straight and the Driver of the locomotive 
would have had no diliculty in observing — the 
truck from a distance us actually confirmed by 
him during his tcstimony. 
6.4 Observation of the Coaches 

1 could not untustunately observe the 
coaches of the train bui it was stated by the 
Divisional Mechanical Lnginecr at Tinsukia 
that no mark of any kind was obscrved on 
cither the locomotive or the coaches of the ill- 
fated train. 


VII. DISCUSSION 

7.1 Time of the accident 

According to the Guard the train stopped 
at the accident spot at 13.10 hours. It would 
have been taken about one minute for the 
train to stop after the Driver applicd the brakes. 
So the time of the accidirt has been accepted 
as 13.09 hours. 


7.2 Speed of the train at the time of the 
accident 


The Driver stated that he was travelling 
at a speed of 25 Km/h. The Guard stated 
that the spced was approaimately 30 Km/h. 
The maximum permissible speed of the train 
on the scetion is 75 Km/h. In view of — the 
fact that there were two spced restrictions on 
either side of the accident spot it is accepted 
that the train wus travelling at 30 Km/h. 
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7.3 Position of the Track 


All the witnesses who were in a position 
tu witness the truck before the accident 
happened, huve stated that the truck was 
standing parallel to the mctre gauge track with 
the Driver's cab towards Gauhati ond. Accord- 
ing to the evidence of the Driver and a TTE 
of the coach it appearcd that the truck was 
moving while the accident took place. ‘The 
other witnesses could now say whether the truck 
was moving or stationary. It is possible that 
the Driver was trying io move when he heard 
the Driver whistling. On the other hand it is 
also possible that the Driver was stationary 
when the train passed through. The position 
in which the truck was parkcd was such that 
the truck would have caused injurics to passen- 
gers whether it was moving or stationary. From 
the fact that there were no marks observed on 
the body of the coaches, it can be concluded 
that the truck must have been parked close to 
the track but not so ciasc that truck itself 
would have been smashed by the train. 


7.4 Sequence of the coaches in which the 
casualties occarred 


During my visit to the Military Hospital ! 
asked the injured military personnel in nich 
coaches they were travelling. One of them 
stated that he was travelling in the first coach 
next to the locomotive. The JCO was travel- 
ling in a first class couch 4th from the c 7 
The remuining casualtics appeared to have 
occurred to these pusscigers who were travel- 
ling in the last three couches. Thus 1S 
travelling in almost all the coaches suffered in- 
jurics as a result of having their limbs projecting 
outside the cuaches. It could not be established 
where the military jawan who sustained head 
injury and subsequently expired was travelling. 
Krishna Karmukar a by ed 14 years who 
was admitted to Gauhati Medical College Hospi- 
tal and subscquently absconded from there 
appears to be an ice-c:cum vendor who was 
moving from one cowh to another couch to 
sell his ice-cream. 


7.5 Could the Driver have averted the accident 
by stopping the train ? 

Driver of the train in his testimony has 
stated that he observed a truck standing near 
the track and hence sounded the whistle con- 
tinuously. tt may be argued that if he had 
applicd the brukes und stopped the train short 
of the truck, the accident would not have 
occurred. I have carefusiy examined the possi- 
bility whether the Driver was guilty of negli- 
gence in not bringing his train to a halt on 
account of the fouling of the track by the truck. 
I have come to the conclusion that no blamc 
could be attached to the Driver on this account 
in vicw of the following circumstances. 


Ci) His not, possibie for the Driver of a 
moving train to judge accurately by observing 
from a distance the extent to which the truck, 
which was standing paruilcl to the track, was 


fouling the metre gauge track. In the present 
case ube truck was close cnough to cause inju- 
ries to passengers who their lim! 
projecting outside the window but it was far 
cheugh not to clme in suntact with the body 
ef the coach. 

ii} The Driver was accustomed to sce- 
ag the trucks plying on the compicted embank- 
ment. Since the truck was standing paralict to 
the track be must not have apprehended orgy a 
which ho would have done if the truck 
been standing ucrusy the treck as at level cross 
ings. Hence | am sutisiicd that there was no 
pestigenes on the part of the Driver. 


7.6 Responsthifity of Railway Officials 

Beving carefully considered the statements 
cf thees officials of the Construction Depart- 
ment I hold that while they cannot be prima- 
iily held responsible for the acvident, they are 
hewever cunsidered blameworthy for the reasons 
discussed below. The rules for carrying out 
any work likely to affect safety of pooner 
tsu:ns are contained in Para 3009 of Way 
Works Manual and Geacral Rule 214 attached 
as Annexure 3. The biameworthiness of the 
Railway officials concerned have to be viewed 
in the light of the above provisions. 


7.6.1 Inspector of Works Sri Joydeb Mandal— 
The Inspectcr of Works, incharge of the Con- 
struction of Bridges and earthwork is expected 
to ensure that the works are carried out with- 
out affecting the safety of the running, trains. 
Be was aware of the importance of ensuring 
safety. The | or did take some measures 
tc ensure the safety by demarcating a linc 2.5 
metres from the centre cf the ins- 
tructing the Contractor to censure his trucks 
always kept clear of the line so demarcated. 
He should have foreseen the possibility of some 
truck fuuling this linc and hence should have 
posted a man to ensure that the trucks kept 
dear of the iine. To the cxtent that he failed 
to do so, his conduct is blameworthy. How- 
ever the extenuating tances arc that the 
IOW did ask for cngagcmcnt of additional men 
in his E.L.R. which was not sanctioned. 


1.6.2 Assistant Eo inser, Sri A. K. Chakra- 
borty — the officer directly incharge of the 
Construction works has Dharm tesponsi- 
bility of ensuring the safely of rail traffic whilo 
executing works close to the track. When 

tioned he stated that he had arranged for 
the demarcation of the linc and issued verbal 
isstructions to the Contractur. He also referred 
te the salient conditions of the contract agreo- 


tacnt imposing a special responsibility on the 
Comrscon. “fie should nevertheless have forc- 
the possibilit i truck 


gen ibility of some individual 

pik ay Si standard dimensions while un- 
loading ast and should have arrangod for 
posting of a Watchman/Mate to the 
work of unloading of Contractor's trucks. T 
consider that his conduct is in 
that respect as he failed to arrange for the 
posting of necessary men. 
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7.6.3 Executive Lngincer, Sri K. C. Chou- 
dhury incharge of the Construction works is 
responsible for cnsuring that the works are 
carried out with duc i to ensuring safety 
not only of the works themselves but also the 
safety of rail traffic. fe also considered it 

to arrange for the demarcation of » 
Fine and to issue instructions to he Constracior 
not to allow trucks to stray beyond the line 
of demarcation. As Executive “ Engincer in- 
charge of works he should have forescen the 
possibility of some individual truck fouling she 
metre gauge track temporarily and in view of 
the heavy rail traffic on this section he must 
have taken steps to instruct his AEN und Ins- 
pector to ensure that safety of rail trailic is 
sccurcd at all times by posting men to super- 
vise any activity cacried out in chee proximity 
to the track. Therefore I -comsider that the 
Esoouive Engincer shoud share some 

lame. 


VII. CONCLUSIONS 

8.1 Cause of the accident 

Having considered carefully the factual 
material and circumsiantial evidence 1 have 
come to the sissigget that the scerrenee of 

ies among t SCHECES O 

Tinsukia Mail at 13.09 "hours'on 12-3-198 
was caused due to a miotor truck, ¢ in 
unloading ballast on top of the cmbankment 
for the eee bel it bridge ee oe 
gauge project, og moving dimen- 
sions of at Tinsukia Mail rotning on valid 
authority between Tihu and Pathsala stations. 
8.2 
8.2.1 An unknown person who was the 
pabod vf the = ait one’ which caused yes 
n cnt is au responsiblo 
the ngom pr y espe 


8.2.2 A paras 7.6.1, 7.6.2 and 7.6.3 
above, JOW (Con? Sri Joydeb Mandal, Assis- 
tant Engincer (Con) Sri A. K. 
and Executive Engincer (Con) Sri K. C. Chow- 
dhury arc held to be blameworthy for not post- 
ing an additional man to supervise the un- 
loading of the truck and ensure safety. The 
extenuating circumstances in the case of 1OW 
(Con) was that he asked for gcment of 
additional men in his £.U.R which was not 
sanctioned. 
8.3 Relief Measures 
} am satisfied with the relief arra 

and the medical aticntion rendered to the in- 
jured passengers. 
1X. REMARKS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
At the time of submitting the Preliminary 
Report I had recommemicd that the Construc- 
geno ae F. Railway should 
arrange for n men wherever necessary 

so to protect’ the metre gauge track when- 
ever the track is fouled by the working of 
machin or ects of ie Contacte, I 
necessary lor 
precautions should be followed scrvpulonsty by 


all Construction Officials while carrying out 
anv work likely to aifect the safety of rail 
traitic. 

9.2 Another safety aspect which came to 
notice ducing the inquity was that stcam loco- 
motive of the ill-fated train was not provided 
with Spced Recorder, which as per extant 
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instructions, should have bcer provided o2 alt 
locomotives hauling Ma? and Express trains. 
The Railway may like to fix responsibility for 
the lapse. They may take action to ensure 
that the specd recorders are fitted immediately 
in all steam locomotives hialing Muil-/Express 
trains. 


Yours faithfully, 
Sd/- 


(S. Subramanian) 


Commissions: of Railway Safety, 
South Eastern Circle, Calcutta. 


Annexure —I 
Rates relevant to the accident 
Extract from Indian Raiways Way and Works Maanal 


Rule No. 300— Prevention of  acci- 
dewts.—(a) Ali Engineering Officers. Inspec- 
tors and their assistants responsible for the 
supervision of labour, should take cvery possi- 
ble precaution to prevent the occurrence of an 
accident in conacction with any work in pro- 
gress, whethee to the labour working under 
them or to the gencral public. 

(b) Although contractors are responsible 
for protection of the works they undertake and 
the sufety of their labour, this in no way 
absulves Engineering Officials from drawing 
immediate attcntion to auy unprotected obstruc- 
tion, defective structure or other condition 
which is likely to be dangerous to human life. 
and to ensure that adcquale action is taken at 
once 10 obviate such danger. 

(c) All dangerous obsiructions should be 
ebaapaere in day light by means of _ notices. 

tricades or other devices and, at night, by 
lighted red lamps. Where necessary. watch- 
men should be posted. 
Extract of G.R. 214 


214. Precautions before commencing o 
zations whick would obstruct the fine.-—- No 
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person cmployed on the Way er Works shalt 
1 of turn a rail, disconnect points or 
Signals, or Commence any cther operations 
which would obstruct the fine and uccessitate 
the showing of Danger Sigaats, — 


(a) rie such signals have been showa, 
an 


if within the station fimits, until 
he has also obtained the writtea 
permission of ihe Station Mastec 
and all necessary signals have been 
placed at ‘ON’. Provided that the 
showing of Danger Signal may be 
dispensed wiik, if such operations 
are performed or curried out after 


(b) 


the necessaiy signals. other than 
automatic sivg signals, or per- 


missive stop signals, have in addi- 
tion to beiug placed in the ‘ON’ 
position, been disconnected, so that 
such signals cunnot be taken ‘oft’ 
again until it is safe to do so and 
the corresponding adequate distance 
beyond such sigaals is kept clear. 


Railway Boards comments on various paras of 
the Revort 


Para ¥.1: 


Instructions have & on issued by the Rail- 
way to ali concemned G+ exercise strict super- 
vision. on the working of contractor's machi- 
nery or trucks te ensure that track is not fouled. 
Instructions, highlight? z the circumstances of 
this accident, have alse been issued to the Zonal 
Railways. 
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Para 9.1: 


The Staff concerned has been taken up for 
their failure to provide speed recorder in the 
locomotive of the ill-fated train. Instructions 
already exist for provision of speed recorders 
on locos hauling mail and express _ trains. 
Accordingly action regarding fitment of spced 
recorders on all steam) Jocomotives — hauling 
Mail und Express trains is also on hand. 


Publication : 


This Ministry agree that report on this 
accident may be published. 
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